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REMARKS 

35 U-S.a §112 Rejections 

The Ofl5ce has rejected claims 3, 14, and 25, uxxder 35 U.S.C. §1 12, as having insufficient 
antecedent basis. Applica^ats have amended claims 3,14, and 25, vv*iich now depend from a 
corresponding claim having antecedent basis for "XML representation." Therefore, Applicants 
respectfully request withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. §112 rejections. 

Clairos 1, 4-9, 11, 12, 15-20, 22, 23, 26-31, and 33 are Allowable 

The OfSce has rejected claims 1, 4-9, 1 1, 12, 15-20, 22, 23, 26-31, and 33, at paragraphs 
4-14 of the Office Action, under 35 U.S.C § 103(a), as being unpatentable over U.S. Pat. Pub. 
No, 2001/0047332 ("Gonen-Friedmann"). Applicants respectfhlly traverse the rejections. 

None of the cited references, including Gonen-Fiiedmann, discloses or suggests the 
specific combination of claim 1. For example, Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest 
providing a line-by-line user interface to enable a user to question individual line items in a 
transaction, where the user interface provides multiple user-selectable links to mxiltiple 
destinations for multiple question types per line item to facilitate routing a user request to an 
appropriate destination based on its question type, as recited in claim 1 ► In contrast to claim 1, 
Gonen-Fiiedznann discloses a nested pull down menu prompting a user to select a reason code, 
such as selecting an invoice portion that is a subject of a dispute, e,g«, reason code S2a3 labeled 
'the user disputes a specific invoice line." See Gonen-Friedmaim, paragraph 0037, and Fig. 4. 
Further, in Gonen-Friedmann the selected code may be mapped to a separate user interface that 
prompts the user to enter information relevant to the selected reason code. See Gonen- 
Friedmann paragraph 0038. hi Gonen-Friedmann, selecting the code S2a3 enables the user to 
enter requested information, such as identifying the line in question, via a separate interface. See 
Gonen-Friedmann, paragraph 0038. Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest multiple 
user-select f^Klft lmTf< ; to multiple destinations for multiple question types per line item to facilitate 
routing a user request to an appropriate destination based on its question type. 
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Further, the Office Action admits that Gonen-Friedmann does not explicitly disclose that 
the user interface provides multipleJinksJojtniJ^^ destmati_oiisJbT_multip_l_^^^ types per 
line item to facilitate routing a user request to an appropriate destination based on its question 
type, as recited in claim 1 . See Office Action, paragraph 6. Additionally, Gonen-Friedmann 
does not suggest multiple user-selectable links to multiple destinatjong for multiple question 
types per line item to facilitate routing a user request to an appropriate destination based on its 
question type, as recited in claim 1. Instead, Gonen-Friedmann discloses selecting a reason code 
for a dispute and at least a disputed amount. See Gonen-Friedmann^ paragraph 001 8. FurtheTj 
the OfBce has not provided any motivation to modify Goxien-Friedmann to suggest this element 
of claim 1. 

Ibe OflSce has not demonstrated a prima facie case of obviousness. To reject claims in 
an application under section 103, aa examiner must show an unrebutted prima facie case of 
obviousness. See Rouffett, 149 F3d at 1355 (Fed Cir, 199S), and MPEP 2143,01. A statement 
that modifications of the prior art to meet the claimed invention would have been "'well within 
the ordinary skill of the art at the time the claimed invention was made'" because the references 
relied upon teach that all aspects of the claimed invention were individually known in the art is 
not sufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness without some objective reason to 
combine the teachings o f the references , (emphasis added) Ex parte Levengood, 28 USPQ2d 
1300 (Bd. Pat. App, & Inter 1993). See also In re Kotzab. 217 F3d 1365, 1371, 55 USPQ2d 
1313, 1318 (Fed. Cir. 2000). See also MPEP 2143.01 IV, Often, it will be necessary to look to 
interrelated teachings of multiple patents; the effects of demands known to the design 
community or present in the marketplace; and the background knowledge possessed by a person 
having ordinary skill in the art, all in order to determine whether there was an apparent reason to 
combine the known elements in the fashion claimed by the patent at issue. To facilitate review, 
this analysis should be made explicit See KSR International Co, v. Teleflex, Inc., etal. No. 04- 
1350 at p. 14 (U,S,, April 30, 2007). Therefore, in fomiuladng a rejection under 35 U.S,C, 
§103 (a) based upon a combination of prior art elements^ it remains necessary to identify the 
reason why a person of ordinary skill in the art would have combined the prior art elements in 
the manner claimed, UX Patent and Trademark Office Memorandum of May 3, 2007, Margaret 
A. Focarino, Deputy Commissioner for Patent Operations. The Office Action has not 
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demonstrated a motivation to modiiy Gonen-Friedmam to disclose or suggest each and every 
element of claim 1. 

For at least the reasons presented above, claim 1 is allowable over the cited references. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfiilly request that the § 1 03(a) rejection of claim 1 be withdrawn. 

Claixas 4-9 aad 1 1 depend from claim 1, which Applicants have shown to be allowable. 
Hence, Gonen-Fiiednaann fails to disclose or suggest at least one element of each of claims 4-9 
, and 11. Accordingly, claims 4-9 and 1 1 are also allowable, at least by virtue of their dependence 
fiom claim 1. 

Further, the dependent claims recite additional features that are not disclosed or 
suggested by the cited references. For example, Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest 
multiple user-selectable links for a line item that include a first link to question the line item and 
a second linJc to dispute the line item as recited in claim 4, multiple user-selectable links that 
include a first link to question the line item and a second link to correct the line item, as recited 
in claim 5, or multiple user-$electable links that include a first link to question an amount of a 
product or a service associated with the line item and a second link to question a billing rate 
associated with the line item, as recited in claim 6. Instead, Goz:iea-Friedmann discloses 
selecting a reason code for a dispute and a disputed anxount. See Gonen-Friedmann, paragraph 
0018, For these additional reasons, claims 4-6 are allowable. 

None of the cited references, including Gonen-Friedmann, discloses or suggests the 
specific combination of claim 12. For exanxple, Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest a 
computer system to provide a line-by-line user interface to enable a user to question individual 
line items in a transaction, where flbie user interface provides multiple user-selectable links to 
multiple destinations for multiple question types per line item to facilitate routing a user request 
to an appropriate destination based on its question type, as recited in claim 12. Instead, Gozxen- 
Friedmann discloses a system that displays a nested pull down menu prompting a user to select a 
reason code, sudi as selecting an invoice portion that is a subject of a dispute, e.g., reason code 
S2a3 labeled 'the user disputes a specific invoice line*** See Gonen-Friedmann, paragraph 0037, 
and Figs- 1,3,4 and 5. Fujctitner, in Gonen-Friedmann the selected code may be mapped to a 
separate user interface that prompts the iiser to enter information relevant to the selected reason 
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code< See Gonen-Fiiedmazm paragraph 003 8* In Gonen-Friedmann, selecting the code S2a3 
exxables the user to enter requested ixifonnation, such as identifying the libne in question, via a 
separate interface. See Gonen-Friedmann, paragraph 0038. Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose 
or suggest a user mterface that provides multiple user-selectable links to multiple destinations for 
multiple question types per line item to facilitate routing a user request to an appropriate 
destination based on its question type, as in claim 12, 

The Oflace Action admits that Gonen-Friednaann does not explicitly disclose that the user 
interface provides multiple links to multiple destinations for multiple question types per line item 
to facilitate routing a user request to an appropriate destination based on its question type. See 
OfQce Action^ paragraph 6. Instead, Gonen-Friedmann discloses selecting a reason code for a 
dispute and at least a disputed amount. See Gonen-Friedmann, paragraph 0018. Fxirther, the 
Office has not provided any motivation to modify Gonen-Friedmann to suggest this element of 
claim 12, 

Accordingly, the OfSce has not demonstrated a prima facie case of obviousness. To 
reject claims in an application imder section 103, an examiner must show an unrebutted prima 
facie case of obviousness. See Rouifett. 149 F-3d 1350, 1357, 47 USPQ2d 1453, 1457-58 (Fed. 
Cir. 1998), and MPEP 2143,01- The Office Action has not demonstrated a motivation to modify 
Gonen-Friedmann to disclose or suggest each and every element of claim 12. 

For at least the reasons presented above, claim 12 is allowable over the cited references. 
Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the § 103(a) rejection of claim 12 be withdrawn. 

Claims 15-20 and 22 depend from claim 12, which Applicants have shown to be 
allowable. Hence, Gonen-Friedmann feils to disclose or suggest at least one element of each of 
claims 15-20 and 22. Accordingly, claims 15-20 and 22 are also allowable, at least by virtue of 
their dependence from claim 12, 

Further, the dependent claims recite additional features that are not disclosed or 
suggested by the cited references. For example, Gonen-Friedmaim does not disclose or suggest 
that the multiple user-selectable links include a plurality of electronic mail addresses, as recited 
in claim 19, Instead, Gonen-Friedmann discloses that a notification may be generated to notify 
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one or more selected accounts receivable personnel of the vendor of a generation of a Credit 
Memo Request 5"^^ Gonen-Friedmann, paragraph 0041, Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or 
suggest multiple user-selectable links that include a plurality of electronic mail addresses. For 
this additional reason^ claim 19 is allowable. 

None of the cited references^ including Gonen-Friedmann.. discloses or suggests the 
specific combination of claim 23. For example, Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest a 
computer-readable medium having computer-readable program code to direct a computer system 
to provide a line-by-line user interface to enable a user to question individual line items in a 
transaction, v^ere the user interface provides multiple user-selectable links to multiple 
destinations for multiple question types per line item to facilitate routing a user request to an 
appropriate destination based on its question type, as recited in claim 23. Instead, Gonen- 
Friedmann discloses a system that displays a nested pull down menu prompting a user to select a 
reason code, such as selecting an invoice portion that is a subject of a dispute, e.g., reason code 
S2a3 labeled "the user disputes a specific invoice line." See Gonen-Friedmaxin, paragraph 0037, 
and Figs. 1^ 3, 4 and 5. Further, in Gonen-Friedmann the selected code may be mapped to a 
separate user interlace that prompts the user to enter infonnation relevant to the selected reason 
code. See Oonen-Friedmann paragraph 0038. In Gonen-Friedmann, selecting the code S2a3 
enables the user to enter requested information, such as identifying the line in question^ via a 
separate interface. See Gonen-Friedmann, paragraph 003 S. Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose 
or suggest a line-bv-line user interface to enable a user to question individual line items in a 
transaction, where the user interface provides multiple user-selectable links to multiple 
destinations for multiple question types per line item to facilitate routing a user request to an 
appropriate destination based on its question type. 

The OfiGce Action adnsdts tibiat Gonen-Friedmann does not explicitiy disclose that the user 
interfece provides multiple links to multiple destinations for multiple question types per line item 
to ^dlitate routing a user request to an appropriate destination based on its question type. See 
Office Action, paiagrc^h 6. Further, Gonen-Friedmann does not suggest that the user interface 
provides multiple user-selectable links to multiple destinations for multiple question types per 
line item to &ciUtate routing a user request to an appropriate destination based on its question 
type^ as recited in claim 23. Insteaxi, Gonen-Friedmann discloses selecting a reason code for a 
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dispute ajjd a disputed amount See Gonen-Friedmann, paragraph 001 8. Further, the Office has 
not provided any motivation to modify Gonen-Fiiedxnann to disclose or suggest this element of 
claim 23. Thus, the OfEce has not demonstrated a prima facie case of obviousness. 

For at least the reasons presented above, claim 23 is allovvable over the cited references. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the §103(a) rejection of claim 23 be 
withdrawn. 

Further, the dependent claims recite additional features tihat are not disclosed or 
suggested by the cited references. For example, Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest 
multiple user-selectable links for a line item that include a first link to question an amount of a 
product or a service associated wiHi the line item and a second link to question a billing rate 
associated with the line item, as recited in claim 28, or multiple user-selectable links that uiclude 
a first link to question an amount of a product or a service associated with the line item and a 
second link to question a billing rate associated wi& the line item, where the amount is an 
amount of time, as recited in claim 29. For this additional reason, claims 28 and 29 are 
allowable. 

Further, Oonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest that the multiple user-selectable 
links include a plurality of electronic mail addresses, as recited in claim 30. Instead, Gonen- 
Friedmann discloses that a notification may be generated to notify one or more selected accounts 
receivable personnel of the vendor of the generation of the Credit Memo Request. See Gonen- 
Friedmann, paragraph 0041 . Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest multiple user- 
selectable links including a plurality of electronic mail addresses. For this additional reason, 
claim 30 is allowable. 

Claims 2^ 3, 13, 14, 24, dAd 25 are Allowable 

The OfEce has rejected claims 2. 3, 13, 14, 24, and 25, at paragraphs 15-19 of the Office 
Action, under 35 U-S,C §1 03(a). as being unpatentable over Gonen-Fiiedmann in view of U.S. 
Pat. Pub. No. 2003/0051226 ("Zimmer"). Applicants respectfully traverse the rejections. 

As explained above, Gonen-Friedmana does not disclose or suggest each and every 
element of claim 1, from which claims 2 and 3 depend. Zimmer does not disclose or suggest the 
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elements of claim 1 that are not disclosed or suggested by Gonen-Friedmann. For example, 
Gonen-Friedoiaim does not disclose or suggest providing a line-by-line user interface to enable a 
user to question individual line items in a transaction, v^^here the user interface provides multiple 
user-selectable links to multiple destmations for multiple question types per line item to facilitate 
routing a user request to an appropriate destination based on its question type, as recited in claim 
1 , Zimmer does not disclose or suggest this element of claim 1 - Lastead^ Zimmer discloses a 
method of translating an abstract notation of an application to a series of sub-applications 
representing a central application. See Zimmer, Abstract. Therefore, Gonen-Friedmaim and 
Zimmer, separately or in combination^ do not disclose or suggest each and every element of 
claim 1 J or of claims 2 and 3, by virtue of their dependence from claim 1. 

FurUier, the OflSce Action adnuts that Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest 
processing an extensible Markup Language (XML) representation of each of the individual line 
items to create the line-by-line user interface, where the XML representation includes tafg within 
which the multiple user-selectable links per line item are defined^ as recited in claim 2, 
Additionally, Zimmer does not disclose or suggest a XML representation that includes tags 
within which multiple user-selectable links per line item are defined , as recited in claim 2- 
Therefore, the combination of Gonen-Friedmann and Zimmer does not disclose or suggest this 
element of claim 2. For this additional reason, claim 2 is allowable. 

As explained above, Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest each and every 
element of claim 12, from which claims 13 and 14 depend, Zimmer does not disclose or suggest 
the elements of claim 12 that axe not disclosed or suggested by Gonen-Friedmann. For example. 
For example, Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest a computer system to provide a 
line-by-line user interface to enable a user to question individual line items in a transaction, 
where the user interface provides multiple tiser-selectable links to multiple destinations for 
multiple question types per line item to facilitate routing a user request to an appropriate 
destination based on its question type, as recited in claim 12. Zimmer also does not disclose or 
suggest this elraient of claim 12. Instead, Zimmer discloses a method of translating an abstract 
notation of an application to a series of sub-applications representing a central application. See 
Zimmer, Abstract Therefore, Gonen-Friedmann and Zimmer, separately or in combination, do 
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not disclose or suggest each, and every element of claim 12, or of claims 13 and 14, by virtue of 
their dependence fiom claim 12. 

Further, the Office Action admits that Gonen-Friedmaon does not disclose or suggest that 
the computer system includes a user interifece creator to process an extensible Markup Language 
(XML) representation of each of the individual line items to create the line-by-line user interface, 
where the XML representation includes tags within which the multiple links per line item are 
deffcofid. See Office Actioil» paragraph 16. Additionally, Ziromer does not disclose or suggest 
that the computer system includes a usct interface creator to process an extensible Markup 
Language (XML) representation of each of the individual line items to create the line-by-line 
user interface, where the XML representation includes tags within which the multiple user- 
selectable links per line item are defined, as recited in claim 13. Therefore, the combination of 
Gonen-Friedmann and Zimmer does not disclose or suggest this element of claim 13. For this 
additional reason, claim 13 is allowable. 

As explained above, Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest each and every 
element of claim 23, from which claims 24 and 25 depend. Zimmer does not disclose or suggest 
the elements of claim 23 that are not disclosed or suggested by Gonen-Friedmann. For example, 
Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest a computer-readable medium having computer- 
readable program code to direct a computer system to provide a line-by-line user interface to 
enable a user to question individual line items in a transaction, where the user interface provides 
multiple user-selectable links to multiple destinations for multiple question types per line item to 
facilitate routing a user request to an appropriate destination based on its question type, as recited 
in claim 23. Zimmer does not disclose or suggest this element of claim 23, Instead, Zimmer 
discloses a method of translating an abstract notation of an application to a series of sub- 
applications representing a central applicatioiL See Zimmer, Abstmct. Therefore, Gonen- 
Friedmann axid Ziromer, separately or in combination, do not disclose or suggest each and every 
element of claim 23, or of claims 24 and 25 by virtue of their dependence from claim 23. 

Further, the Office Action admits that Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest that 
the computer-readable program code directs the computer system to process an extensible 
Markup Language (XML) representation of each of the individual line items to create the line- 
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by-line user interface, wherein the XML representation includes tags witfiin which the multiple 
links per line item are defined. See Office Actioii, paragraph 16. Additionally, Zimmer does not 
disclose or suggest a computer-readable program code that directs a computer system to process 
an extensible Markup Language (XML) representation of each of the individual line items to 
create a line-by-line user interface, wherein the XML representation includes tags within which 
the multiple user-selectable links per line item are defined^ as recited in claim 24. Therefore^ the 
combination of Gonen-Friedmann and Zixomer does not disclose or suggest this element of claim 
24, For this additional reason, claim 24 is allowable. 

Claims 10, 21 and 32 are AUowable 

The Office has rejected claims 10, 21 and 32, at paragraphs 20-22 of the Office Action, 
under 35 U.S.C- §103(aX as being unpatentable over Gonen-Friedmann in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 5,948,054 ("Nielson"), Applicants respectfully traverse the rejections. 

As explained above, Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or si^gest each and every 
element of claim 1, from which claim 10 depends. Nielson does not disclose or suggest the 
elements of claim 1 that are not disclosed or suggested by Gonen-Friedmann. For example, 
Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest providing a line-by-line user interface to enable a 
user to question mdividual line items in a transaction, where the user interface provides multiple 
user-selectable links to multiple destinations for multiple question types per line item to facilitate 
routing a user request to an appropriate destination based on its question type, as recited in claim 
1 . Nielson does not disclose or suggest this element of claim 1. Instead, Nielson discloses a 
system in which a question is received from- a human customer by a server, and the server polls 
qualified human consultants for an answer. See Nielson, Abstract If one of the qualified 
consultants decides to provide the requested information, the server receives the information and 
sends the infoimation to the hinnan customer via the customer's computer. See Nielson, 
Abstract Therefore, Gonen-Friedmann and Nielson^ separately or in combination, do not 
disclose or suggest each and every element of claim 1, or of claim 10, which depends from claim 
1. Hence, claim 10 is allowable over Gonen-Friedmann in view of Nielson, 

As explained above, Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest each and every 
element of claim 12, from which claim 21 depends. Nielson does not disclose or suggest the 
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elements of claim 12 that are not disclosed or suggested by Gonen-Friedmann. For example^ 
Gonen-Friedmaim does not disclose or suggest a computer system to provide a line-by-line user 
interface to enable a user to question individual lime items in a transaction, where the user 
mteiface provides multiple user-selectable links to multiple destinations for multiple question 
types per line item to facilitate routing a user request to an appropriate destination based on its 
question type, as recited in claim 12. Nielson does not disclose or suggest this element of claim 
12- Instead^ Nielson discloses a system in which a question is received firom a human customer 
by a server, and the server polls qxialified human consultaiits for an answer. See Nielson, 
Abstract. If one of the qualified consultants decides to provide the requested information, the 
server receives the information and sends the infomiation to the human customer via the 
customer's computer. 5ee Nielson, Abstract Therefore, Gonen-Friedmann and Nielson, 
separately or in combinadon, do not disclose or suggest each and every element of claim 12, or 
of claim 21, which depends from claim 12. Hence, claim 21 is allowable over Gonen-Friedmann 
in view of Nielson. 

As explained above, Gonen-Friedmann does not disclose or suggest each and every 
element of claim 23, from which claim 32 depends. Nielson does not disclose or suggest the 
elements of claim 23 that are not disclosed or suggested by Gonen-Friedmann. For example, 
Gonen-Fiiedmaim does not disclose or suggest a computer-readable medium having computer- 
readable program code to direct a computer system to provide a line-by-Uae iiser interface to 
enable a user to question individual line items in a transaction, where the user interface provides 
multiple user-selectable Imks to multiple destinations for multiple question types p^ line item to 
facilitate routing a user request to an a|q>ropriate destination based on its question type, as recited 
in claim 23. Nielson does not disclose or suggest this element of claim 23, Instead, Nielson 
discloses a system in which a question is received from a human customer by a server, and the 
server polls qualified human consultants for an axxswer. See Nielson, Abstract If one of the 
qualified consultants decides to provide the requested information, the server receives the 
information and sends the information to the htiman customer via the customer's computer. See 
Nielson, Abstract Therefore, Gonen-Fxiedmann and Nielson, separately or m combination, do 
not disclose or suggest each and every element of claim 23 > or of claim 32* which depends from 
claim 12, Hence, claim 32 is allowable over Gonen-Friedmaim in view of Nielson. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicant has pointed out specific features of the claims not disclosed, suggested, or 
rendered obvious by the references applied in the OflBce Action, Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of each of the objections and rejections, as 
well as an indication of the allowaMlity of each of the pending claims. 

Any changes to the claims in this response, which have not been specifically noted to 
overcome a rejection based upon the prior art, should be considered to have been made for a 
purpose unrelated to patentability, and no estoppel should be deemed to attach thereto. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned attorney at the telephone numbo- 
listed below if such a call would in any way facilitate allowance of this application. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees, which may be required, or 
ttedit any oveipayment, to Deposit Account Number 50-2469. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Jeffrey^. Toler, Reg. No. 38,342 
Attorney for Applicant 
TOLER SCHAPFER LLP 
8500 Blufifstone Cove, Suite A201 • 
Austin, Texas 78759 
(512) 327-5515 (phone) 
(512) 327-5575 (fax) 
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